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N 1 % . ' Abstract . N

L : . \ \ \
. Depar_lmeni heads -from 134 institutions (mainly universities) indi- )
cated the-weight they generally give to various criteria for evaluating indi-
vidual faculty members. The questionnaire they responded to included: (a)
the criteria used for evaluating overall! hculty performance; (b) the sources
. of-information for evaluating-teachirig; -and (c) the Kinds of-information’
used for judging SChO]Z\l‘ShIr, or research performance. Although teaching,
research, and service are generally acknowledged as the ?na]or functions of
most-universities, esponses by the 453 department heads indicated that .
public or university service-is usually-given little importance.in evaluating
t faculty members for decisions- regardmb ‘tenure, salary, and’ -promotion.
- The Research Universities- emphasize research and scholarship; as-might-
be-eéxpected. The-so-called Doctoral-Granting Universities-and the Com-
prehensive Universities and Colleges said that teaching was-ranked first in .
importance, followed. closely by research. The results -of-the study-also . e
suggest an increase in the use of some of the:more systematic-and tangible )
kinds-of.evidence for-évaluating-teaching performance (e.g., student rat- -
ings), though the use of such evidence falls-far short of {vhat,departmeﬁt
heads think is needed. In general,-the evaluation of research and scholar- -
ship depends very much on the level of the institution and -the type of
department: For example, peer judgments of research-and the numberof e ——
: articles in qtmhty_;ournalsare—much—more m‘rportant in-social science de-
e partments in the Research-Universities than in the same departments.in
. . ’ the Comprehensive Universities.and Colleges.

Additional- copies of-this report, -at $1.50-per.copy, -may be ordered
. from:
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: : Educational Testing Service
Princeton, NJ 08540
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Decisiuns coneerning tenurg and promotion are beconung
increasingly more-difficult to make 1 wolleges and univer-
sities. During the expapston years of the sixties, most de-
partments were conurncd larbul) with recruiting and keep-
g competent faculty lqunrburs, but enrvllments have ta-
pered off and departments are nu longer adding staff mem-

“bers. This steady-state condition has put many 1pstitutions

at or near-prescnbed limits in the pereentage of faculty -on
tenure, 1n fact, the Amenican Assouation of University Pro-

‘tessors Annual Report on the Lwnomie Status of the Profession

found that 60 percent uf all faculty members had tenure in
1976. —

In contmst to the last decade, mstitutions are now often
forced to make fine-distinctions betw een generally compe-
tent staff members. What intormativn do departments- use
in making- these deusions? How du the cntical decision

makers, such as department hu.\ds think-anindinvadual fae-
ulty member’s performance-ought to be cmfu.\tud These
questions were nvestigated i this sty by surveying
pract _es at-a large-number of univgrsities. d

-8 -

'Previous:Resea‘L”,ﬂj. h ,

E

Moststudies.ot how taculty ‘perturmanct 1 evaluated have

“Been-based vn repurts trom academic c{uaqs Or \iLe presi-
dents. One of the earhiest stugiog, Whsby Gustad (1961) and-

included a national samplegf, u}lflbu And qmuy ersitics
Astinsand Lee (1967)- rupcamd Qh‘l.\blﬂ'\ vy ab(;{rt five ycgrs
later with a sinufagly. extcnsnc sdmpl(,Juf all-ty pes of post-

secondary nstitutions. Both studies ashed adminiptrators

to indicate the lmport‘mce of varigugsources of. iafizrmation
in evaluating, ﬁrst faculty. pt.rfg)rmm\cc and, s wn;L feach-

ing puformancu The- resultﬂvuru anal}y\d b t)rpe of in-

stitution. In-both surveys fhe university dmns of arts and
sciences ranked.department heads: as; thu ('Jét rmportant
source of information. Althvugh the cluqnbj‘mlwd mformal
student opimon and- systematic studmgg tings high in
1961, -five years later tht.y indieated that ? dents were less
a factoran-promotions than they had bez Over 90 percent
ot the arts and science deans m.lhu 1) umyersities in the
Astin and Lee susvey mdlc«u;d t[mt classroum teauhmg and
research-were given equal y"h!bh weight in assessing fac-
ulty - performance AR

Seldin (1975) repeatud the Gustad and the Astin and Lee
surveys in 1974 with-academic deans-in iberal arts colloges
in order-tu_examine.changes that might-have taken placesin
the-eight-year period. The-deans reported more emphasis
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“dividual faculty members*

on sy stematic student mtjnb{?{e\aluatmg leachlng (an
murease from 11 to 29 percent of the colleges) and slightly
less emphasis oncresearch:in-evaluating overall faculty per-
formance. The increased use-of student ratmgs iri making
dedisions on faculty. advancement was also reported in
studres that mcludud ductaral-level universities (Bejar,

975, Boyd & Schietinger, 1976). A Southern Regronal Edu-
Lﬂthl\ Board study found, in addition, that the niajor pur-
puse of evaluation in doctoral-level universities was to
mahe decisions on faculty advancement, rather thap to im-
prove instruction, and that department heads had greater
responsibility than academic deans or vice- presidents in
making these decisions (Boyd & Schietinger, 1976).

One of the few studies that sampled faurlty perceptions
of evaluation procedures found that the most- influential
factors in_promotions-and- tenure decisions were pyblica-
tivns, the-department head’s-evaluation, and gtudent-rat-
ings (Thorne, Séott, & Beaird, 1976). This stud; ‘which-was
conducted at institutions in the Oregon State system, also

reported that grant support was considered to be influential

-in the. pf\‘ygcal science departments. . - .

Al‘honjgh%he past studies-point to the}mlpmtance of de-

7partment heads in. making decisions -on advancement,
none surveyed these .individuals’ jpercéptions of current )
-practices. Wlth the exception of the Oregon State study, the

earlier stédies_had also investigated administrators’ percep-
tions-of institutionwide procedures rather than the criteria
used at the departmen’ level. Faculty performance might ‘be :
viewed quite differently in different fields of study. In par- :
ticular, the evaluahon pf teséarch-and scholarship, which
the prior studigs had' mot Jooked-at in detail, might be ex-
pected-to vary. tonbldémbi) by department *

\l

,5:.: K -ml‘ £ '.‘."“:
Purpose of the- I’resent Study T i 7

) o

The present-study. reports the jmportante that deparlment"
heads ur chairmen give to vanous criteria in evaluating i m/
addition fo overall. faculty
performance, the study discusses. tlie, hairmen’s Views of
the use:andimportance of specrflc critefia for asscssing both
teaching and_research perforgmar]cekm determine the ex- ’

PO . . t -,
T Lo \\ , 3 " -
1Buth lules——doparlm-.nl head an,d hairman—apply to the bmups sufvéyed
and are usest in this report although it is recognized that the terms are not
always synopvmous- Use of chmpuun rather than chairperson or charr follows
current-APA styte guidehnes,-as published in Amernan Psydolugist, June
1977, p. 492. |
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tent to which current practices coinade with preferred prac-
tices,-respondents also were asked to indicate what impor-
tance they thought should, be attached to each criterion.
Compansons—are discussed-for-four departmental” sub-
groups-and for three different types of umversities. -

‘s
-

‘Procedure .

The questionnaire used 1n the study (see Appendix A) par-
tially overlapped the forms-first-used.in the Gustad(1961)
and Astin and Lee (1967)-studies and later adapted by Sel-
din-{1975). It differed. from the forms used in the previous
stuchies 1n that (1) a question regarding the criteria-used to
evaluate scholarship or research performance was added,
‘and (2) the cntena used to evaluate overall faculty or teach-
-ng performance were somewhat altered or eatended. Four
copies of the questionnaire were sent to the graduate deans
of 168 umiversities {(a 50 percent random sample of the
members. of the Counal of Graduate Schools in the United
States). The deans were asked to distribute the questiop-
naires to four heads of departments from a variety of disci-
plines, giving preference to. departnients that offered both
graduate and- undergraduate degree programs. One or
‘more usable questionnaires were received from J34
-untversities—a participation rate of about 80 percent. Ques-
tionnaire returns from department heads, based-on four
copies per. university, amounted to about 67 percent from
all umversities that were contacted,.or 85 percent of the 134

. umversities known to have distnbuted the questionnaires.

Eight graduate deans said they could not participate in the
study. A total 0f453 usable questionnaires were included in

—

_the data analyses. — - ; .

‘For-purposes of analysis, -the-universities were-grouped

. according to a classification-scheme developed bythe Car-

negte Commission on bligher Education (1973). Three
groups were formed by-combining Carnegie subcategories.
The first level, Research Universities, included (a)the 100
universities that led in-federal financial support in 1969-70
and that awarded at-least 50 doctor’s degrees in 1969-70 or
(b) the 50 institutions that led in terms of total number of
doctor’s degrees awarded during the years 1960 to-1970. In

ali_cases, Ph.D.’s, Ed:D.’s, M:D.’s on the same campus,

and other doctor’s degrees were counted. There were 158
departments from these Research Universities in the study.

The-second Jevel, Doctoral-Granting Universities, com-
bined two categories. The first category.consisted of institu-

. tions-that-awarded 40 or more doctoral degrees-in 1969-70

orreceived at least $3 million in-total federal financial sup-
port 1n_either- 1969=70 or 1970-71. The second category -
cluded institutions that awarded atleast 10 dustoral degrees
n 1969-70 and-a few new doctoral-granting institutions
that may be expected to increase the number of degrees
awarded within a few years. There were 122 departments
“from these Doctoral-Granung Ui ersities-in the study, 80
percent of which were in the first category.

The_ third level, Comprehensive Unmiversiies.and Col-
leges, consisted mainly of institutions that offered a hberal
arts program and at feast two protessional ur veeupational
programs. Many of them otte.ed a master-s-degree, but

+

lacked a doctoral program or had an extremely limited doc-
toral program. About 80 percent of the 173 departments in
this group were at institutions that fit this description. The
-remaining-20 percent-were at-mstitutions that oftered-a-lib-
¢ral arts program and ai least one professionaloccupational
program or were specialized institutions (for example,
schools of engincering or technolagy).

Of the 453 departments in the study, about two-thirds
were at public institutions. Sixty-four percent of these in-
stitutions offered a Ph.D..or other doctoral degree, and 36
percent offered a master’s as their highest degree. Only.3of
the 453 departments offered nothing higher than’a
bachelor’s degree. ' ‘ ‘

The questionnaire respondents represented about 80 dif-
ferent academic disciplines. To evaluate possible differ-
ences in the responses of departmént heads from different
disciplines, the departments were grouped into four
categories: Kimanities, social sciences, natural sciences,

and professional fields. Humanities included all languages

and literature, philosophy, religion, speech, fine arts,
-music, and dramatic arts. Social- sciences-included -geog-
raphy, anthropology, economics, history, government,
psychology, and sociology. Natural-scignces included all of
the biological sciences, chemistry, physigs, geology, and
mathematics. Professional fields included Mainly depart-
ments of education, engineering, and business In addition,
a total of about a-dozen responses-came from department
heads -infields-such as-architecture, agriculture, forestry,
home economics, veterinary medicine, and law.

_ Table 1 includes the number of departments-in each
group and at each university-level. There were Ti(),2 depart-

— —

-

Table 1.-Number of Departments in the Study within_Each
Department Group and at Each University Level’

_ Depaitment Groups

T -IProfessional| Social Natural |
Unversity Levels Fields  |SciencesiHumantties Sciences|Total
Research Universities 43, % | 36 43 158~
Doctoral-Granting ) . - :
Universities . 2 o7 |2 42 (122
Comprehensive .
Universities and Colleges a7 | 39, LR 46 1173

Total 116 102 104 131 453

ments in the sodal sciences, 104 in the humanities, 131 in
the-natural sciences, and 116 in the professional fields For
vach of the three levels of universities determined by the
Carnegie classification scheme, there were between 26 and
47 departments in_each of the-four discipline groups, thus
allowing department group by university level interactions
to be-investigated.  ~, .

Each criterion in the questionnaire was responded to ona
five-point scale as follows: not available, not a factor, rinor
factor, major-factor, and extremely critical factor The aver-
age response for each criterion was cgmputed for each de-

* =
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and canoneeal disciimunant function analysis were used in
the study to investigate response differences.

partment group and university level. Analysts of vanance

gated, these interactions were significant only in the evalu-
ation of bLhOldl‘Shlp or research performance, canorical dis-

criminant funchon analysis was used to illustrate this in-

- Resiilts. | , ) . »

The results are presented inthree sections: the criteria used
for ev 1';ﬁatmb ovgrall faculty performance, the sources of
mformaflon for evaluating teaching, and the kinds of in-
formatmmus:.d for judging scholarship or research perfor-
mangk,,]n each section the data were anaiyzed By level of

university and by department subgroup. .\lthuugh ditfer-
ences for department groups within vach of the university
, levels (department by level interaction) were also investi-

-

T Not a
Cntenta Factor

T |

" Classroom teaching®*
Number of pubhications”*

Quafity of publications**

% Research and/or creative activity
u (independent of publication)

Supervision of student research. including
Berving on master's anc doctoral commitiees”*

.

Student advising”.

:
. Campus commiltee work, service {o college™*

: Activity 1 professional societies
. (hold office, edit journal otc }

Public or community service**

»

Competirig job offers™*
Consultation {(government. business. etc )"

Personality factors
7

N \
Personal qualificatioryfacademic degrees
professional expenance. etc )™’
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Minor
Factor

terachon
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Criteria in Assessing Total. Faculty Performance

The questionnaire included 13 general criteria-that might be
used in evaluating faculty members. These are listed in Fig-
ures 1 and 2 and in Tables 2, 3, and 4, along with the sum-

__martes_of the respoases_of department..chairmen. Class-

roum teaching, quality of publications, and personal qual-
ificatrons (acadenuc degrees and professional experience)
were most frequently reportedias major or extremely critical

Flgure 1. Average weight given to various criteria for evaluating-total faculty. performance, by univerglt’y level

v . Extremely *
Major Critical
Factor Factor

Research Unwversities =

Doctoral-Granting Universiies

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges N

8




factors in judging faculty members. As indicated in-Figure
1, however, department chairmen at the three levelsNn-

I *
judged more important in the Research Universities than at -
either of the other two university levels. Chairmen in Com-
prehensive Univelsities and Colleges not only placed less

f_.___sm_uuonsugavchhﬁemnt_emphmmsjto each_of the three
. criteria. Less weight was placed on‘Classroom-teaching or
personal qualifications.in the Research Universities than in
Doctoral-Granting Universities or Comprehensive Univer-

. sities and Colleges. Qn the other hand, the reverse was true

g . for quality of publications, which, not surprisingly, was

°

! Not a Minor
Cnteria Factor Factor

N
. -

- -Classroom teaching
Number of publications*®
* ~Quality of pabfications"*

Pasearch andior creative activity
B {independent of publication)

Supervision of student research, including
serving on*master's and doctoral committees

Student advising**
Campus committee work, service to college”

Aclivity in professional societies
- (hoid office, edit journal, ete }*

Public or community service”"

Competing job offers”"

¢ Consultation (government, business, etc.)**
Personality_factors

. Personal qualifications (academic degrees,
,professional experience. etc.)”

4 1Y
‘p- 05 ’
’p Key:
**p - .01
e e e ooe e o~ SOCIA! SCIENCES
1evesssasesssasesss:  Humaniies
o == o wmw o-=me o = Natural Sciences

rr—— Professional Fields

emphasis on quality of publications, but also gave it essen- )
tially the same weight as the number ogpublica"tions and as
college service (for example, campus committee work).
Other criteria in which universities differed according to
Carnegic classification were the following: supervision of

- ~

Figure 2. Average welght given to varlous-triteria for evaluating total facuity performance, by departmental-subgroup

_Extremely

+ Major Critical
Factor ‘Factor
.
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a
v
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Table 2. Current éng‘Preferred Criteria for Evaluating Total Faculty Pefformance i N
Percentage Indicating Extremely Critical Factor or Not a Factor
. Current Use andJmponance in Importance Each Should Have in
-Péisonnel RécOmmendations . Personne] Recommendations
Professional Social / Natural -} Professional | - Social * Natural
Fields ™| Sciences [ Humanities -] Sciences Fields Sciences: | Humanities | Sciences
- N-116 jj N=102 N-104 N=131 N=116 N=102 N=104- N=131
" Not Not "Not Not Not Not-l—  Not | Not
Ext. a {Ext. a [Ext. a |Ext a Ext. a {Ext. a |Ext. a |Ext -a
Crit  Fact. | Cnt. Fact | Cnt. Fact. ] Crit. Fact. Crit, Fact. | Crit.  Fact. | Crit. Fact:-| Crit. - Fact.
Classroom teaching 38 0|3 14— afHn 0 59 0|4 1|69 04 0
Number of publications 10 2115 2113 6| 12 72 4 1 8 1 6 71 .9 1
Quality of publications 20 9] 4 4] 38 31 3 2 34 05> 0} 52 11 49 1
I Resear;;h andror creative actwnty R R
(independent of publication) . 12 3 8 77 6] 18 2 20 1 15 3123 o f 21 1
Supervision of student research,
including serving on master’s and} * ,
doctoral committees 6 8 5 9 8 8 5 16 2 8 6| 15 2 15 2
Student-adwising 8 N2 2|6 1| 3 w7 13 110 8|1 7|6
Campus committee work, service )
to college - 2 5 3 9 5 4 2 9 5 3 1 6| .4 3 2 5
Activity in professional societies :
(hold office, edit journal, etc.) 2 8 3 10 5 2 8 3 3 5 5 6 3 4 4
Public or community service L2 A 2 29 2 36 a7 | 3 16| 3 25 2 0 3%
Competing job offers 1 53 7 3 4 47 4 4 1 58| 3 38 2 43 2 49
Consultation {government, i ; 1
business. etez) - : 123 1 45-1 1 477]1-0 50 2 2 2 35 00 43 | 1 40
Personality factors * 5 15 ’2\'\(.25 10 21 4 18 9 16 1 33 7 251 2 21
Personal quahfications
(academic degrees, professional -
experience. ete.) 27 313 7128 6 | 23 8 23 313 6] 2 5|21 8.
l 1

Q
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student research (greatest emphasts i Research Uniyer-
sities), studentadvising (greatest emphasisan Comprehen-
sive-=Universities and Colleges), and competing:job- -uffers
(mest-important-in Research Unny ersities).

Figure 2 illustrates the differences in emphasts on each
uriterion aceording to deartmcntaI subgroup. Publicativns
(quahty and number) were more important i the natural
and soual suienees thanan the professional schuuls and the
humanities, Student advising, pubhc service, and wonsulta-
tion were given more weightin the_professiwnal depart-
ments than tn the other three department groups. :

Current and preferred uriteria “for evaluating faculty
members for deustons-wun pramotivns are given i Tables 2
and 3 (by departments) and n-Table 4 (by uni ersity level).
The absulute .differences between current and preferred
emphases were.alsu investigated and have been taken into
aceountn-the fulluwmb discussion. The percentages of de-

8

4

partmunt heads- rgportmb each criterion as an “extremely
enitical factor” or “not a factor” are reported in Table 2. As

this table indicates, there-are-not-only variations -between- )

the department subgroups.-but, to some extent, within the
subgruups-as well, For example, 41 percent of the social
suence department heads reported quality of:publications
to be an-extremely -critical factor-and 4 percent-reported it
nut to be a factor. In general, Table 2indicates that quality of

publications was a little more frequently chosen as a critical-
factor than teaching was in-the social sciences and natural
saences, while the reverse was-true in the professional-

fields and the humanities. Criteria that chairmen preferred
tu emphasize more were quality of publications, supervi-
son of student research, advising students, and, to some
eatent, unpublished research or creative activity (Tables 2
«nid 3). The number of publications should, according to the
chairmen, be a less writical factor, Several criteria were not

-
~
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*Table 3. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for
Evaluating Faculty for Promotion, Salary Increase, or Tenure,
: by Depanm(;ntal'Sﬁbgroub'

g
’

! - %,

. )
Table 4. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for
Evaluating Facully for Promotion, Saiary Increase, or Tenure,
by University Level

Imponanceﬁach

Actwity in professtenal
societies (hojd-office, ecit

journal, etc.) - 8ls 187 {8998
Public or community service . 1112 hip2 jnjsp111 s
Competing job offers 13f1r {i2]11 hishe ji2fis
Consuitation (government.

business. etc.) 1203 [13l13 [12}13 [13(11 6
Personality factors 10} 9.5{10] 9 [10[10.5] 10}10
Personal qualifications

(academic-degrees. professional

experience, etc.) 23 13| 4 143} 35

Current Use —- Current Use | Importance Each
and Importance Shouid-Have | _and Importance Should Have -
plS [HIN [P|SIHIN INERR LR R AR LN

Classroom feaching ) 1] Lifispip2 |1f2 Classroom teaching 12 1l {12y}
Number of-publications 514 | 5|3 |7]5]7]6 Number of publications 4131 4{5 |6]6]|677
Quality of publications 312 |2 15121 |21 Quality of publications __ 1. 211213 2111 2] 2
Research and’or creative Research and‘or creative ‘
actvity (independent of X . actwity (independent of .

publication) - ' 416 14}6 |34 | 4|4 . publication) 5|1 5] 5[4, ]4]3]4] 4
§uperv:sion of student research. ! Supervision of student research,

including serving on mastet’s including serving on master’s -

. and doctoral commuttees 615 [7]5 5|65 and doctoral commultees 6l 6] 6|8 | 5] 4] 5|6
Student advising 74 9.5] 9{10. 716 Student advising Al 9110 7 5
Campus committee worR, service Campus ommittee work, servicé -
to college N 917 |-6{8 {9]81{8 9 to college o 71 9] 816 ] 9] 9|98

Activily in professionat
sacieties (hold office, edit

journal, etc.) gl 71 7|95 8] 8] 8| 9
Public or community service TREFARERIENR RN RYARVARL
Compeling job offers 121 9f13|13 [13]11}13[13
Consultation (government,

busmess. elc.) 13113t 122 (1213112
Personality factors {10)11| 9f 9.510f10}10}10

Personal qualifications
(academic degrees. professional
experience, etc.) 3| 4} 32| 3} 5] 3f 3

1P - Professional Fields, N = 116 {fho = 97)

S . Social Sciences, N- 102 (tho = _94)

H - *Humanities; N = 164 (tho = 94)

N = Natural-Sciences; N= 131-(tho = 90) N
Rank difference correlations between current importance-and preferred im-
portance are shown in parentheses = .

.

factors 1 evaluating faculty performance i many
departments-—in particular, competing job offers, consulta-
tion, public or community service, and personality factors.
Moreover, none of these deserved more weight, according
to the respondents. The respondents-also were generally
sattsfied=with the great importance given to-personal qual-
ifications.. . . - ‘

Table 4 presents a ranking ot the current and preterred
criteria by level of unwersitv. Respondents m Research
Universitiés thought that quahity ‘ot publications tollowed
by classroom teaching should be the 10p two critena, as
mdeed has been the case i current, practice. Flowever, they
would putless emphasis on the number of publications and
more on research-or creative activity independent ot pubh-
cation and on stydent advisang, icluding the supervision
of student research. Resporidents m the second and third
fevel universitivs, where classroom teaching sas ranked *
first as a current and preterred atenon. ssould akso ike to
see student advisng and supervision of studeat resear h
emphasized.

Departments grouped by university classification as folfows:
{ - Research Unwersilies; N - 158-(tho = .92)
1l = Doctoral-Granling, Universities: N =122 (rho - .95)
i Comprehensive Universities-and Colleges: N= 173 (tho .95)

Rank difference correfations between current importance-and preferred
impértance-are shown in-parentheses.

.

-
.

Evaluating Teaching Performance
. . .
A stmmary of the responges to 15 possible sources of-in-
formation.used to evaluate the teaching performance of in-
dividual faculty members appears in Figures 3 and 4 and in
Tables 5, 6, and 7. ]

* Chairinen evaluations,.systemalic student- ralings, and
colleagues’ opinions were generally-the most influential in-
dicators of teaching performance. Least used were vid-
cotapes of classroom teaching, the long-term follow-up of
students, alumni ratings, colleague ratings based on class-
room visits, and student examination performance. The
waight given to several of theindicators differed by level of
university (Figure 3). Systematic student ratimgs, for evam-
ple, were less mportant al Comprehensive Universities
and Colleges than at Research or Doctofal-Granting Uni-

vorsities. Deans’ evaluations and self-evaluations were
feast mmportant af RescarchsUniversities Teaching im-
provement activities, such as participation 1n in-service
programs or faculty development practices. tended-lo carry
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Sources vt
Information

Nota ¥

. Factor .
s o
Systematic student ratings**

Informal student opinions ¢

Colleague ratings based
on_classrcom visits

Colleague opinions*

Student exam performance

Contant of course syllabi
and exarfiinations

Chairman evaluation -
Dean evaluation**

Committee évalugtion

Self-evaluation or report**

Long-term to::ow-yp of
students” performance

-Populanty of elective
courses {e g., enroliment)*

Videotape of classrdom téaching

Teaching improvement activities
{parucipation in workshops,
n-service programs, etc.)"*

"p <.05.

“p.< 01 -

s
more weight in promotions at the Comprehensive Univer-
sities-and Colleges than at the othertwo levels.

The department subgroups differed on only three of the
teaching indicatoes (Figure 4). Aceording to the chatrmen,
the prutessional departiments emphasized deans’ evalua-
tons and teaching improvement actisities more than did
the other three departiment groups. Teaching improyement
actwities were given the feast weight in sodal suienee de-
partments. Both social science and humanities departments

put slighth more emphasts on enrollment i elective,

courses as ant indicator of teaching pertormanee than-dud
the professtwonal ur natural suienee departments.
~ 7
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Figure 3 Averagg weight given to various sources of information for evaluating teaching performance, by university level

.
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o e wes mens savw s  DoClOTAl-Granting Universities
seueese  Comprehensive Universities and Colleges

Within each of the departinent subgroups there were also
considerable differences in the:emphasis given to several of
the indicators (Table 3). For-example, 21 percent of the so-
ual suence departments reported sy stematic student rat-
ings as an extremely critical factor, whercas I'.percent said
they were not a-factor. Committee evaluation varied even
more, with almost-equally high numbers of departments
mcluding it as an extremely critical -factor or not a factor at
all. .
Tables 3, 6, and 7 report the preferences of department
heads 1n evaluating teaching, Changes in the absolute val-
ues of current vs, preferred weights were also inspected.

7 -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Figure 4. Avarage welght.given to various sources of information for evaluating teaching performance, by depastmental subgroup

’

Sources of
Information

Not a
Factor

Systematic student ralings

Informal student opinions
- o

Colleague ratings based
on classroom visits

Colleague opinions
Student exam performance

Content of course Syllat
and examinations

Chaitman gvaluation

Dean evaluaton™*
Committee evaluation

Self-evatuation ot report

i’ong-term follow-up of . "
students’ performance

Alumni opinions of ratings

Popllanty of elecuvé
courses (e g, entoliment)*”

Videotape of classroom teaching

.
Teaching improvement achwitics

(participation in workshops.
in-servicy programs, etc.)"*

R - ) Key: -
P 05, — Professional Fields  } N
' “*p- ‘o1 ® .- o s e o e Social Scienes -
4
: ., semasseae Humanities
mes o wmm o wm s o o Natural SCiences .t .

- -

Ny 1

Although the respendents said lha?s_\'slcmam student rat-
ings should have shghtly more importance than they cur-
‘rentlv do, few would make them a cnitical factor {Tablegs 5
and 7). Colleagues’ optatons should be less important, but
colleague ratings ot teaching based on classroom visits, cur-
rently not a‘tactor in many departments, should be given
mach greater emphasis. The content of course syllabi-and
of exammations should also be more important, moving
from seventh- or erghth-ranked 1 current emphasts to
titth-ranked 1 preterred importance. The populanty of
elective courses, respondents-generally agreed; should re-
cerve relatively less importance, although they preferred to

Minor

Extremely
Major Cutical
Factor - Factor / Factor
A} I ,
" H [
c
. P
1
.
<z
. N
H
. - b}

-
. s

. x

give more emphasis to longsterm follow-up of student per-
formance (Tables § and 7). Several sources of information,
the respondents said, should- Rave more importance in
evaluating teaching, ulthough there was littie change -in
their relative position as indicated-by the rankings. These
were. student examination performance, Yumni opinions
or ratings, teaching improvement activities, and videotapes
ot classroom teaching. Apparently -department heads
would like to attach more importance to a wider variety-of
mformation than theynow do. Whether it is feasible to do
so with some of the criteria—for example, alumni ratings of ‘
teachers—is another question.
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Table 5. Current and Preferred Sources of Information for Evaluating Teaching Performance '
~
Percentage. indicating Extremiely Cntical Factor and Not a Faclor "
Current Use and importance 1. Importance-Each Should Have
N Professionai Social Natural Professionat Sociai Natural .
R Fields Sciences Humanities Sciences Fields Scien.es Humamues | Sciences i
l N= 116 N-=102 N=104 N-131 N=116 N=102 Ne=104 N=131 ,
E - Not . Not Not -« Not Not ot Not-{ - Not T
’ . Ext a |Ext a | Ex a |&xt. a Ext. a |S&t. a | Ext a-| Ext.  a -
{ - Cnt Fact | Cnt  Fact | Cnt Fact | Cnt Fact Cnt. Fact | Crit  Fact | Crit. Fact | Crit. Fact,
- “Systematic-student ralings 15 51 21 11 24 712 9 16 1120 8| 23 31 15 " 4 .
R > infofmal student opinions 1 6’ 4 7 1 8] 2 5 1 9 AR TN R T ] 3 14 .
Colleague ratings bised on . . : .
} “ classroom visits 2 50 4 54 9 4 5 34 9 19 10 39 11 22 8 19 -
° ‘Colleague opintons 12 91 10 8| 17 6 8 3 9 4 5 1§ 7 7 7
* Student examination performance] 4  3i 4 3] 42 2 3 2 38 1 38 5 .31 2 3
Content-of course syllabi and )
examination 2 38 1 38 5 31 2 3 6 8. 2 15 i 13 5 14-
Chairman-evaluation 23 51 i6 0] 24 8 | 17 5 25 2 13 10 | 24 7 14 5
Dean evaluation 2 2 L0 28 |13 27 7 24 | 15 i) 3 30|19 25 4 260 :
Committee evaluation 2 20 | A 25 27 . 18 | 2471 16 8. 12 2t 19| A4 13 | 22 3! N
) Self-evaluation or report 3/ 37 A 45 | 4 40 3 35 ,‘; ~6 19 2 38 6 21 5 27
¥ Long-term follow-up of =
S «students’ performance 2 59 1 61 6 51 2 47 . 6 B 5 3|10 2 7 2 .
: Alumni opinions 07-rakings 1 48 1 5 0 57 0 45 - 3 33| 0 38 4 3|2 v, .
- * * -
. Popularity: of elective courses N ) :
. (e.g., enroliment)  * 1 43 2 25 10 23 1 40 ] O 34 1 25 0 27 0 38
Vigeotape of classroom teaching | 0\ -62 | 0 63 17 1 5 4 2 50 t 5| 2 56 °
Teaching improvement actvities ° " ) ’ ' .
(participation n workshops. . . : . v ;
- in-service-programs. etc ) 0 29 149 4 48 1 4 - 5 W 3 4 22 Tz : :
- . 7 ; - 3 - . .
-, . ;
: . - o Table 7. Ranking of Current and Preferred v
s Table 6: Ranking of Current.and-Preferred i Sources of Information for:Evaluating Teaching N
ources-of Information for Evaluating Teaching Performance, by University Levei';
2 - y-Level';
: Pertormance, by Departmental Subgroup! : - N
. : : . Current Use  |imponance Each :
;,d:,nny U mp:::,«;'m;e 3T and Impodtance | Should Have )
L ;’ m’i’{"”f” ps ""‘”:""’ . - AT i A i -
- ST Fadt 1 S 3 S - Systematc student ratings # asf 2f2f T )2 :
!"’Yv'm‘il ;;“:;!’&D":’ nqs) wt ol oy 5 ; 6 ; ; informal StuGent opifens SI556 8161772 M N B
. — " ' Cotteague ratings based on i
A L :, ...:q'::;‘q-m“:\ bawed on vl ok . L chassroom wisits s |12 epone |7 1619 o
et SRR R R A I Cotleagus og muoos el |2 pafalals ‘
A LA S DAY N I A B Student examination : - :
o OBTexanayon gertarminee LI 12N 2 (M2 S performance 1] ahein a2} s tahe :
Cratart ot coutor 5y"ar 403 , Content of course syliabs ’ T
B et Ti 8 ale 1o, 8] sin and examinalgns 717187 |515]5]5 >
{h3rmat vy dlugh 30 M 2: tH T 2f t Chairmar evalation 1 kIR 1 212 2] -
Boan wedl AT 0 % n: niv 61 B SF 945 Degn evaluation § 8] 6l s sl 9l s .
- . < oMoy oy iyl i s &4 1\ 33 33 Commuttee evaiual.on 4 al 4} 3 it 3 ala -
Sefaryuato r or gt v al ] 3ia frofizlagls Seit-gvalualion of 1por g (101 9§ 8511hd [10110 <
i:mﬂg RIS gw up ot . tong-term fatlow-up o
Students etformince " n: r3fe3 frejrg] 9l 8 students petformance A3 | 9 8 { 8N w L
A 008 ANy 0F 1AUNGS. N !(4 1018 1330 1413 Alumini opinsons ot tahngs "3 P38 a2 §s2fie
R Popuranty of 2'eclve Fagfies Poputanty of electve . ) 1° « -
_te g engiment 10 T? HE AR TR EILH COUISEs (e g enroliment) 8 6] 7110 laho §iafia .
vidgotape af ciasdngm , . . Videotape of ¢tasstoom . -
tearning U RETREY TR SRS IR L) teacmng 15 1ISPSHS 119% 11§
Teacning mprgement Attt & . ) Teaching improvement actwaties A
. ! DALLPANT N T W3tksNODS 1DANCIPINON 11 WLIKSNODS B :
» T serace Progrars ele BEtol gt s ey 3 otgetvice PIOGrams el¢ § 10 J il 85 1¢f128|11) 74
|4 Pto‘esgoml felts N 116 the 86 Departments grouped by university classtficalion as follows
S SooaiSgenges N 1020 85 S t Research Unversihes N 158 (the  79)
H :’u'?“mtlﬁ N My B4 4 Doctanal-Geantng Universihes N 122 4rho ™ . -
N MNatirgl Seerers, N1 ara 81 . W Comprebensive Unwetatios ang Colieges N Wlahy 61 .
Rank Mitference Loipat-gns betaeen _utrenl s/mpeitgees gad pafered on R <Rank difference correialions between cutrent importance and preteried oo . . .
FONANCE Ale ShOWN 11 DAtenThRSe por1ange are shown in parentheses . -0
a e
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_ putlications as judged by:

<:Honors or awards from’ protession®*

Evaluating Scholarship-and Research

iFigurus 5, 6, 7, and 8 and Tables 8, 9, and 10 summarize the
responses of department heads to the hinds of information
used n evaluating scholarship or research performance. In
general, the umber ot articles published m quality jour-
nals, the number of boaks of which the taculty member 1
the sole or senor author, and the gaality.of one’s research
and -publications as judged by peers at the mstitution are
the three most important types of ntormation. used. But
_there areamportant vanations between departmental
sgroups and uniyersity levels. The Research Universities
tend to put morJumplmsls on the judgment of peers—both
from within an. -outside the mstitubion—than do either
Doctoral-Graning Umiversities or Comprehensive Univer-
sities gnd Colleges (higure 3). Comprehensive Ul\l\’créll]l.‘b

-

7

and Colleges put the least emphasis on most of the criteria
listed, with the Doctoral-Granting Universities falling be-
tween them and the Ruscagch Universities.

The departmental groups also differed in how they
evaluated research and scholaiship (Figure 6) The profes-
sional departments, compaied with those in the arts and.
suienees, placed less emphasis on peer judgments and on
the number-of quality publications. Essentially, however,
the way in which departments evaluated research in-
teracted with the level of the university—that is, the de-
partments differed according to the level of the university
1 his interaction can be.iltustrated - ~f~_¢canonical dis-
criminant function analysis of n = (the four de-
partments within cach of the »vers of -universities)-
and of the 16 kinds of information: ased to assess research
performance. The analysis provides an-optimal 'discrimjna-

. ) Figure 5. Average weight given to.various kinds of information used fo evaluate
’ scholarship or research performance, by university level..
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Kinds of ~
Jdnformation

Nota ‘
Factor

Minor
Factor

Number of: ‘
Publications in all professional journals

PO

. Articles in qualty journals**

h

Unpublished papers or reports ~ ~

Citations to0 publishéd matenals**

\~

Books as sole or senior author**
14 Y

Books as jurior author.or editor®
Monographs or chapters in books* *

Quality ot’scholarly research and

Peers at the institution*”
-Peers at othar-institutions” * .

Depariment chairman®*
47 Dean
Self-evaluations ’ ,
* N

Grants or faing recewved

Referoe ot editor of professional journal®*
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tion.between the 12 groups on the basis-uf the 16 hinds of
mtormation, using the mean respopses of department

heads as tlie unit of analysis. :
The results of the canonical diserimimant tunchion
analysis, which are suremanzed m Appendin B and in Fig-
cures 7 and . indiate tag g dimensions of vanation
amoag the 12 groups i th ands of mformation. Lagh
of these two dumenston d for about a third o{ the
vartance among the 12 3 s o atotarof 67 perent {Ap;
pendix B). The gro. o wentrovds are plotted vn the disyrim-
hant axes in Figure 4.7 Foo example, mthe figare, 1 r
: 2 The discominant fun.ion werghts given i Appendn B are difficult to
: interpret. Theretore, 1n order to better understand the resulls, the
between-gruups coriclativis betwoen the unginal responses and the dis
: cnnunant aves were studied. These varreladons have the advantage of

ER being treated much like factor [oadigs of ab~erved vanables on orthogonal
taclor-ases—the canonal discrinunant tunctions (Chti and krus, 1976).

Kinds of . . Nota Minor .

Information ~+ Factor 1 Factor
Number of: ) I ,
- Publications in all grofessionat jeurnals

»

»

. * Articles in quality journais** 7

- Uf{publnshed papers-or reports
Papers at prolessional meetings*

;0 Citations to,published materials -

2

- Books as solg or senior author**
. ° -Books as junior author or editor**

. * Monographs 3r chapters 1n books "

. a. /};

- -Quality/of scholarly reséarch-and
. publications-as:judged by:
Peers at the institution®*

v N

Peers at other-institutions**

¢ Depariment chairman

~

i

e o Deant?
.

* Selt-evaluations

Grants or funding recewved"® *

44 = s

Referee or editor o! professional journal
-Honors or awards from profession

‘p = 05 o
. R . N ‘,“
: S ) - ———
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Figure 6. Averagé wejg}jt given to-various kinds of information used to evaluat_é ’ o
scholarship or research performance, by departmental subgroup -

wdentifies the position uf professional departments in Re-
search Universities, 11-S represents sodal science depart-
-nients in Poctoral-Granting Universities, and so forth. In
addition to tese group centroids, Figure 7 indudes-16 lines
of vectors vniginating from the eenter of the plot. These 16
lines represent the way the 16 Kinds of informat.on used to
evaluate research and scholarship project into the discrim-
nant space. The important features of these vectors are
their directions and ther relative lengths, By visualizing the
direct perpendicular projection of the 12 group centroids
onto these vectors, one can get a feeling for the relative
ordering among the d%mrtnwhtmnivursity level groups as
to how thev evaluate research performance.
A simplitied lfustration ot the data appears in Figure 8.
The two axes were rotated by visually estimating where
they best fit-the canonical variates. The descriptions at the
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. Figure 7. PI/ot,of’unlverslty leve! and departmental subgroup centroids and the 16 kinds of information used to evaluate

scholarship and research In the space defined by the two largest canonical discriminant axes
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Figure 8. Rotated canonical discriminant axes, kinds of information used to evaluate scholarship and research performance
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Table 8, Information Used to Evaluate Scholarship or Research Performance

. Percentage._Indicating Extremely Critical Factor and Not a Factor
. Current Use and Importance o Importance Each Should Have
-~ {Professional Social- | Natural Professional Social Natural
- Fields | Sciences | Humandies | Sciences - Fieids Sciences | Humanities | Sciences
N=1}6 N=102 N=104 N=131 N=116 N=132 - N=104 N=131
.. Not Not Nt | Not Not | Nt Not | - Not
\ Ext. A | Ext. & jExt a TExt. a CBxt. a |Ext. a |Ext. " a |Ext. a
Cnt  Fact. | Crit. Fact. | Crit. Fact | Crit. Fact. Crit, Fact. | Cr*, Fact. | Crit. Fact. | Crit. Fact.
Number of: - : : : - —
Publications in all frefessional ) . ’
jouinals . 2 4 14 2 1 14 6 | 18 1 il 3] 14 2 13 3 15 "
Articles in quality journals -] 29 3| 46 2 37 3| 40 1 44 1 57 1 45 1 8 1
Unpublished papers or reports | 0 23 1 24 1 18 0 22 1 17 2 16 1 12 1 23
Papers at professional meetings| 3 6 4 3] 13 3 3 2 | 3 2 4 51 13 1 5 2
Citations to published materjals] 5- 36 2 3 1 B| 4 28 Y7 15 19 4 12 8 1"
Books as sole or seniorauthor| 25 6 | 53 1 f s 4 [ M5 5 4 26 2} 8- 1) 5 2] 15 1
- Books as iunior author oreditor| 5 8| 14 1] 10 6 5 6 | 5 3| 14 1] 8 2176 3 .
: Monographs or chapters in° . ’ .
books 4 6| 18 0417 , 4 6 4 7 212 .12 2 7 2
Quality of-scholarly research and . . ¢
publications as judged-by: .
fPéc.'s;a!f!hefinszé!u!!en 15 101} 36 71 36 6 136 3 |- 20 3.1 35 6 |. 37. 1| 37 2
- Pegréiat other institutions 16 22|25 14 31 15 |36 10 19 513. 5|3 2° 38" 2
Department chairman 14 7 16 14 19 12 10 6 | 12 701 17 12115 7 12 8
i Dean 137 15 8 32 5 29| 2 27 | 8 15| 5 36 3 %] 1 26
S¢ valuations © a4 af 1 ]| ¢ st 2 4 } 7 “30 | 2. 5| 4 4 |. 2 38
Grants or-funding received |20 8| 7 1 [ 6 21 |16 1 3 4w o o4 nfw 3 e
" Referee: or-editor-of professional ' - 1 e ' :
. journal 0" 12 7 7 8 5 7 - 4 4 9 2 110 & 3. 4
; - Honors orawards fromprofession) 14 6 | 16 2| 12" 3|18 2 21 0|2 "1 [ 14 28 ©
end-of-each axis,or,dnn::nslbn—summan/.c which of the 16 departments in third=level -universities. Peer and-profes-
. variables seem. to best detine the pole.-The first dimension sional evaluations (for example, articles in quality journals)
s contrasts.grants recerved with- the number-of books pub- wére -emphasized--most-.in- social science “departments in
hshed and papers presented at -professional meetings. s first-level universities. To some extent, humanities and
. mdicated by their position turthest out from the cegier, natural science departments in first-level universities also )
natural saence departments incthe first twolevels of u- emphasized-peerand professional evaluations.-In-sum, the
verstties (Research and- Doctoral:Granting Universities), assessment of research and scholarship, as Figures 7.and 8
followed-at some distance by third-level natural saience de- ‘help to make clear, varies-considerably depending.onthe
o partments (Comprchgnsivc'Unﬁ'crsuics and-Colleges) and type-of department and level of institution.
first-level protfessional departments, were at the “grants re- The currenit and preferred” iniportance-of-each-criterion-
. ceived”-end-of- the coninuum. As_Figures 7 and 8-further for assessing rescarch and scholarship is summarized in,
ilustrate, the humanitics departments in the top two levels  Tables 8,9, and’10. Table 8 also includes'the percentages of -
- of mstitutions were at the  books-papers'pole. The second- departments: that usefhe criterion as an-extremely critical,
dimenston contrasts evaluations by deans and by the-indi- factor or not at all; The quality-of publications ds judged by
vidual-faculty member (self-evaluation)swith peer and -pro- peers, -department -heads, or deans wasextremely impor-
tesstonal-evaluatrons. The latter include judgments of re- tant in many departments, yet was not used as.a criterion in
search-or pubhications by peers-from mside and outside the many others. For example, 25 percentof the rer poiidents in
nstitution, articles published in quahty journals, awards the-social science departments reported:peers at other in-
fromthe-profession, and; to-a lesser extent, the number-of shitutions to be critical in judging scholarship, while 14 per-
citations to the mdwvidual’'s published materals and journal cent did not call on-these peers as judges at all.
editorship. -Evaluations by deans and- self-evaluations ‘Department -heads in-the Research Universities were
were emphasized most-in professional departments at see- generally satisfied with the relative and absolute-weights
ond- and-third-level institutions as well as m humanities they use inevaluating research or scholarship. Those in the
16 )
‘ERIC ‘ : 14
s - . - «
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Table 9. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for
Evaluating Research or Scholarship Performance,
‘ by Departmental Subgroup?

Table 10. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criterla for
Evaluating Research or Scholarship Performance,
by University Level’

Current Use Importance Each
and Importance _ | Should Haye

‘P IS|H|NJ{P{S|HIN

Current Use Importance Each
and-importance ShouldHave

A g1 o jAl L

Number of:

Publications in alf professional
journals R -

Articles in quahty journals

Unpublished papers or reports

Papers at professtonal meetings

Citations to published maternals

Bogks as sole or senior author

Bgokg as_junior author or editor

M {9 raphs or chapters n-books
Qua:ly'} of scholarly research and
pubhcations a's'ludged by:

Peers at the institution

Peers at other institutions

Department chairman

Dean

Self-evaluations |16

Referee or-editor of professional .
journat 13 1"
Honors or awards from profession | 5 5 6.5

Number of
Pubhications 1n all professtonai
journals
Articles in qualily journals
Unpubhshed papers or-reports
Papers at professional meetings
Citations to pubhished matenals
Books as sole of senior author
Books as jumior author or editor
Monograptis or chapters in books
Qualty of schotarly research and
publications as judged-by )
Peers al-the instution
- Peers at other stitutions
Department chairman
Dean ’
Seif-gyaluations
Grants o' funding-receved.

Referee or'editor of professional
joumal 121

Hongrs of awards from profession 5| 55

¥

*P = Professional-Fields, N= 116 (tho  82)
S - Social Sciences. N-< 102 (tho - 94)

H = Humanities; N 104-(rho = 89)

N --Natural SGences, N 131 {the = 97)
Rank-difference correlations-between-current importance and preferred im-
portance are shown-in parentheses .

Comprehensive Lniversities and Colleges thuught that

. more weight should be given to judgments made by peers
at otherinstitutions and 1n the number vt publicativns in

- quanty journals. Most respondents, regandless of ley el of
umiversity or department, preterred to put relativedy Jess
emphasis on the sheer number of publications i all types
of journals: The natural suence aad protesstonal depart-
ments also preferred to put shghtly less weight on grants
received-than they currently do.

* - ‘: T
Discussion

Teaching. research, and serviee are usuaily enumerated-as
the three tunetions of most wuversittes and, therefore, pre-
sumably the three major concerns of tacuity members. But
the responses given by 453 department heads trom 134 un-
versities idicate that public or university service 15 gener-
ally given little importance in evaluating, tacuity members
tor decistons regakding tenure, salary, and promotion. The

-

Departments grGuped by unwversity=classification as-follows
1 Besearch Universites, N 158 (tho - 98)

I Doctoral-Granting Universities; N= 122 ¢rho - 92)

I Comgrehensive Umwersities and Colleges. N 173 (rho - 83)

Ranx diflerence correlatio.> betyveen curren\ inportaiice and preferied im-
portance are Shown n parentheses

vt

Research Univ ersities, with large PhiDD  programs and
heavy tinancial support for research, emphasize research,
as might bie expected. Teaching, though, according to-the
respondents, is a close second in importance At the
Doctoral-Grdirting Universities and the Comprehensive
Unitersities and- Culleges,. teaching was ganked first infim-
purtance, followed cosely by research. Persomal qualifica-
tions, such as having an advanced degreé and the appro-
priate experience, swere the onlfy other criteria considered
major-factors in advancement decisions. Therefore, in addi-
_tion to community and publit service, student adviging and
service-tos the indtitution were also-seen.as relatively minor
factors. In short, this study suggests that once the appro-
priate credentials are in hand, most universities and de-
partments evaluate most-faculty members as_researchers-
scholars and classroom teachers, with varying emphasis
depending on the level of the university orthe type of the
department. Of course, it is important to note that the
charrmen were responding to the eriteria as-they applied-to
their entire department, several pointed-out that individual

»
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faculty members in the department frequently have varying
responsibilities and that the importance of any critarion de-
pends on what those responsibilities are. Sume chairmen
also added. that the significance of the vanous cntersa de-
pends on the level of the advancementin question and that-
each candidate was expected to be vutstanding i at least
one area (usually research or teaching).

Whether teaching does, in fact, receive as much werght in
promotion- and tenure deasions as chairmen report or
whether they are'merely paying hip service to its impurtance
1s difficult to know. There 1s reason to doubt. The faculty in
the previously reported Oregon State study (Thorne, Scott,
and Beaird; 1976) viewed publications as the most influen-
tal piece of evidence in deasions on advancement. It may
be that research activity would have ranked ahead of class-
room teaching for all levels of umversities (not just the Re-
search Universities) if the questionnaire had listed a single
criterion (as with classroom teaching) instead of three sepa-
rate kinds of information (namber of publications, quality
of publications, and research andsorcreative activity inde-
pendent ot publication). This may have diffused the em-
phasis that-research and scholarship activity actually re-
celves. '

The tesults of this study also suggest an-increase in the
use-of some of-the more systematic and-tangible-kinds of

-zevidence-for evaluating teaching performance. In compari-
son-with-the Astin-and-Lee survey a decade earlier, sys-

tematic student-ratings and, to-some extent, the content.of

-cours€ syllabi and examinations are used-more-frequently.
Other recent studies, as discussed earlier, have noted a
ssimilar increase in the use of student ratings for tenure and
promotion decisions. S‘urp"rismgly, according to the re-
sponses of department heads in this study, studentratings

were even more important in the Research Univ ersities and-

‘the'Doctoral-Granting-Universities than in the Comptehen-
sive Universities-and Colleges. Possibly the larger size-of

the- Research-and Doctoral-Granting ‘Universities fostered

- the use-of formal student ratings as evidence of teaching
effectiveness. > , )

Although there"ippears to be an increase'in-the use of at

e __least: some substantive evidence for evaluating teaching,

. apparently its use falls far short of what department heads
think 1s needed. They would like-to see-even more em-
-phasis on systematic student ratings and an evaluation of
‘the content of course syllabi and examinations. They also

. -believe that formal colleague ratings based-on-classroom

visits and a long-term follow-up.of how students perform

_ should_get:more-weight than they.currently do. But both-
formal colleague ratings and the assessment of long-term .

student outcomes are difficult- measures to.obtain'in any
systematic and usable way. Colleague ratings based primar-

-

i~

ily un dassroom observation would in most instances not
be reliable enough to use in making decisions on tenure and
promotion—at least not without faculty members investing
cunsiderable time in visitations or training sessions (Centra,
1975). And the assessment of student learning years after
the students have completed a course, while possibly an
wleal indigator of the long-term effects of a course or
teacher, is unwieldy to administer; moreover, the effects
are difficult to attribute to a specific teacher. An assessmént
of end-of-course learning, although more manageable, is
alsu subject to misinterpretation when used in tenure-and™
promotion decisions (Centra, 1977). No doubt, however,
student learning is an_important criterion in assessing
teaching, and-it may be that colleagues {or a department
committee) could help review and judge pre-post Achieve-
ment gains, studene projects, or other evideiice of-course

-outcomes.

In comparison with the evaluation of teaching, the.evalu- h
ation of- research makes possible the use of much- more
tangible evidence, althoughjudgments still play an impor-
tant role in the evaluation. Articles, books, awards from the
profession, and, in the natural sciences, grants received are
the most important kinds of information used. Quality of

research, according-to the chairmen,. is and-should be'the

primary consideration. Therefore, in most-academic fields
the number of articlés in quality journals is of prime impor-
tance, along_with the judgments of research or-scholarship
made by peers at-the institution. In fact, chairmen feel'that
more useshould be made of peers at other institutions as
additional reviewers of the quality of a faculty member’s

. research or scholarship.*

But in general, the evaluation of research-and scholarship
depends very much on the type of departmentand the level

of institution.’The number of books and.papers produced,

for example, is especially-important-in humanities depart-
ments at-the-tep two levels of-universities, but not at the

third level. Peer judgments-of research and the number of

articlés -in quality journals are important in social science
departments-in the Research Universities-but not’in social’
science departments -in the Comprehensive Universities
axnd Colleges. These-variations point-out that the criteria’
used to-evaluate“research-and-scholarship-should be set.at.
the department level rather than at.the institutiohal

‘level—or, for that-matter, by the discipline as a \v}\o_[e. In-

deed, the same might be said for evaltating total faculty
performancé: the individual departments probably neced
some flexibility in-setting their own criteria and standards
of performance. Department procedutes should-be consid-
ered within the general framework-provided by university

policies and, as department heads in this study indicated,

should be based on as much-hard evidence as-possible.

o o
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Appendix A
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- p ; ; : e "IN AFFILIATION WITH
- Graduate. Record Examinations. Board | aon of Graduate Schools
: PRINCETON, NEW JERSEY 08540 ¢ AREA CODE 609 921-9C00 TheCounc:lofGraduateSchqolg
S i ’ '

3

1975-1976

May 1976

Sanford S. Elberg
Unwersity of California at Berkeley
Chsirman

> Richard Armnage .

Ohio State University Dear Colleague :

May Broqt:es:k -

Unwersity of fowa We are undertaking,a survey of faculty evaluation- procedures and
need- your assistance. The purpose of the survey is to investigate

what departments are doing and what they think ought to be ‘done. when S~

-

- e

Bevesly Cassara

. -
Federal City College

David R-Dee
o - mﬂhUmiim evaluating the performance of faculty members.
: . I Wasiey Elhozt .
L Fisk University < We hope you will be able to complete the enclosed questionnaire -and

Wytze Gorter

return it to your graduate dean as soon as possible. He or she will
University of Hawau at Manoa

forward your responses to researchers at Educationa1 Testing: Service
who will summarize the results. Questionnaires are being distributed

to a sample of department chairmen at about 150 universities.
Lyls V.Jones . .
: Unwversity of North Carolina
Yo at Chapel Hill

-Arthue F Jackson
North Carolina’Agricuitural
, end.Technicat State University -

The questionnaire asks about the methdds. being used in your depart-
ment to evaluate faculty for promotion salary inerease, ‘or tenure.
Please indicate the importance given to- each criterion when evaluating

Sterling M. McMurgtn
University of Utsh

J-Buyd Page performance; including both ‘teaching and scholarship or research
Counctt of Gracduste Schools
: “(ox officio) performance. We would also like to know ‘how- you think various sources

_Georgs J. Resnikoft of information ought to be used. We recognize that final decisions-
Californis State University

] o are frequently made beyond the degartment Ievel; however, recommenda-

- L'“ ?ﬂ"t tions by ‘departments are critical. Therefore, this questionhaire :

: Unvarat of Toxes focuses on procedures that are used to arrive at departmental
-et Austin recommendations. -

- Ben Rothblatt X ”

Unweraity.of Ehicago Because the response format may not allow you to adequately describe-
what 4s done at your -department.in faculty evaluation (or what you
think should be done), we have also provided -space for your -addi~--. -

. " Harry H Sister
University of Florids
Conald J. White

Boston Coilege tional comments.

institutions by name. ;

-

W. Dexter Whitehead
University of Virginia
at Charlotzesvile

- “ -

o-
\ Maryonn A, Lear
.usc\rstury to :he'Board

will e sent to you at your request
intérest to. you.

¢

Maryann A. Lear

iwiiﬁﬁﬂ
4

. -

Thank you for your help with the survey.

7

’

A report of the results
and we trust it will be of

‘Sifcerely,

4.

/i .
Sanford S. Elberg
Chairman

The survey report will not identify individuals or -




SURVEY OF DEPARTMENTAL PRACTICES IN EVALUATING.

FACULTY PERFORMANCE

Listed below are criteria that might be taken into account in evaluating faculty »

members. for promotion, salary increase, or tenure.
your best Judqment about:

We would 1like.you to give

A. how important each criterion is in personneﬁ judghents currently being made

.about faculty members within the department' (Column A)

how important you th1nk each criterion should be.

That is, given: the goals

of your department and institution, how much weight ought to be'placed on each

factor? (Co]umn B) Respond as follows:

“Not a factor

Minor factor )
Major factor - *
Extremely critical factor

Not available

e
A
~ Current use and
importance.in personnel
recommendat1ons

B o

Importance each should
have in personnel
recommendat1ons

(Circle one response- in
- each row)

Classroom teaching 2-3 4 0
‘Number of publications - o 273 4 -0
* Quality of -publications 2 3 &4 0

- “Pesearch- and/or creative act1v1ty
- 4{independent of - pub11cat1on)

SuperV1s1on of student research, including
serving..on. masters and doctoral: conmittees ~1

otudent,adv151ng .
" :Campus- committee work, service to college

~ Activity in professional societies (hold
—office;-edit -journal, etc.)

Public or community service

Competing 5ob bffers

i Consultation (government, -business, etc.)
. " ‘Personality factors

Per;oha] qualifications (academic degrees,
professional- experience, etc.)

Other (specify)

v,
&

Comments about above criteria:

(C1rc1e one response
in each row) -

1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2




v

.
N

Listed below are sources of information that might be taken intd account when evalu-
. ating the teaching performance of indivi
" promotion, salary increases, O

tenure recommendations.

tance of each in your department and what importance

~

O Phwho—

Indicators of
téaching,performance

o
-

Commentc about above indicators:

22

Not a factor -
Minor factor
Major factor
.Extremely critical factor

»

= Not @vai]ab]e ’

Current use and °*
importance in
evaluating

teaching performance

(Circle one response

v
o it et o d

in each row)

Systeﬁgtic student ratings 1 2 3 4
Informal student opinions 1 2.3 4 _
Colleague ratings based on -
-classroom visits ) 1 2
Colleagues' opfﬁions 1 2
Student examination performance . 1 2
Content of course syllabi and
examinations 2 3 4 0
4 s /

~ Chairman evaluation 2 3 4 0
Dean-evaluation 2 3 4 -0
‘Commi ttee~evaluation ° 2 3,4 0
Self-evaluation or report 2 3 4 0
Long term follow up’of how

. st‘dents perform 7 1 2 3
Alumni opinions or ratings 12 3
Popularity of elective courses
(e.g.,—enrolﬂment) ) e 1 3 0
Video-tape of classroom teaching ﬂ] 3 0
Teaching improvement activities
{participation in workshops, 1n-
service programs, €tc.) 1

. Others. (specify)
. 3 <L

E

=

*‘Importance each
should have -in
~ .evaluating
teaching performance

dual ‘faculty members in connection with
MWhat is the current impor-
do you think each should have?

(Circle one response

1
1

_— -,

-

— — —

in -each row)

2
2

N NN

[p %]

R R RN

3

-3

w
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F SO O N O

4~
T4

E-ae

™~




- IITI. Llisted below are kinds of information that might be used to evaluate the scholar-
ship or research performance of individual faculty members. Which ones are now
used in your department when. making personnel decisions? Which ones do you think
should be used? ) -

- 1-= Not_a factor
2 = Minor factor
3 = Major factor :
4 = Extremely critical factor
0 = Not available ) < 4
-~ . Current use and Importance each
importance in should have in
* evaluating :scholarship evaluating scholarship
Kinds of infprmation ’ or reseahcﬁ“performance or research;gerformance
(C1rc1e one response (Circle one response
_ in each row) *in each row)
Number of: )
Publications in a]] professional
Journals ’ 1 2 3 4 0 12 3 4
Articles in quality journals T 2 3 4- 0- 12 3 4
Unpublished papers or reports 1 2 3 4. 90 1 2 3 4 "
‘Papers at professiondl meetings 1 2 13, 4 0 J o2 3 4
C1tat1ons to pubTishad, mater1als‘, 1- 2 3 4 0. -1 2 3 4
Books as so]e or seniof author = -1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 &
-Books as junior author or editor 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 .4
Monographs or chapters in books 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4
Quality-of scholarly research and: , g .. <
pub]jcdtionSAas Jjudged by: ‘ ) - ) © °
Peers at-the institution 1 2 3 .4 0 123 4
Peers at other institutions 1 2 3 4 0 -2 3 4
- Department chairman : ¢ a2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4
Dean. 1 2 3 4 0 3 4
Self-evaluations J 2 .3 4 0 1 3
Grants or funding received 1 2 3 4 o0 ) 1 2 3 4.
Referee or editor of profess1ona1 . 7
journal . , 12 3 4 -0 : 1 2 3 4 .
-Honors or awards from profession - 1 2 3 4 0 T 2 ' 3
‘Others- (specify)
_ . . 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 .4
Comments about above information: ’ h
24 ¢23




Please use the space below to comment o practices in your department o} at
your institution that may not be adequately reflected in your responses thus
far. Are there’practices that you think should be followed inspead?

"
{
;7 —-
¢ ' )
‘Name - 7 }1 N A
Title or Rank __ ’ :
Department . <  University ‘
,fdAddnéssWW, I e . -

Number of full-time faculty members in ‘the department:

Check here if you would like a Qgpy{of the final results.

Y 1Y e G

Someone in- your graduate-aeanJSooffice is coordinating the distribution and
~ collection of these questionnaires. Pleasg return your,comp1etpd'form‘to'thf&
" person.. .t . : .

14

Thank you for your assistance. . " John A. Centra
X ' Mary. Jo Clark
L° ' - Project Directors

Educational: Testing Service
Princeton, New Jersey 08540:
(609) 921-9000 ¢ .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: L

" Appendix B .

~ »
Canonical Discriminant Functios Analysis of Information

<
Used to Evaluate Scholarship-and Research!
Discriminant Function Root "“Cumulative % T race:
1 5130 -~ 35.5
. 2 4492 . ‘sg 66;5
3 . 1548 772
1 1050 ~ 84.5 >t
5 ¢ 0729 8%.6 -
6 0594 . » 936 -
N 7 .0283 95.6
! 8 . .0280 975
9 0233 299.1
. \ 10 0084 47 99.7
’ o ) . .0039 : 100.0 . .
wilk’s Lambda Crltcrlon = .287 for F (176, 3909) = 3.25 ’

Test for residual after removing: Chi-square Cdf
First discriminant function 365.95 150,
First two diseriminant funictions 203.09 o 126
First- three diseriminant functions 13991 , ¢t 104

+ First-four discriminant functions -96.07 84
Firsts (qu discriminant.functions , 65.16 66
-First six-discriminant functions . 399 50
First seven discrithinant functions L 27.68 36
First-eight discriminant functions - 1555 24,

- First nine discriminant functions 5.42 14
 First ten-discriminant functions 1.72 -6
. Discriminant Function Weights Scaled for Unit
Within-Groups-Variance on Original Responses ¥ .
. ’ Discriminant Function .
* . . *

Variable : . . | o g

Number of: " . N )
Journal-publications . 179 .028 025

* Articles-in quality journals 015 13 233 3
Unpubhsh(.d papersrreports. -.099 -.096 ~-157 »

Papers 7 fat- professional meetings cT=137 ) =224 *-376
Citations to materials .. .003 S0 =209
Books as sole or senior author ° -.568 -.453 *.265
Books as juniot author or editor - .254 222 .256.
Monographs or. chapters ) AT -.037 159

Quality of work judgdd by:  * . ’ :

~ Peers at-the-institutiof ’ . ¢ -.201 <287 -J15
Peers at other institutions ~17 - .259 =34
Department-chairman . ~.088 -.180 201,
Dean ’ 132 =093+ =13
Self-evaluations N L 156 -152 .087

Grants or funding received 45] 21 1334

Jourpal:editor or referee i ~.035 =055 034

«Protessional awards‘honors L -.048 064 .048
. 1The author i gratefulto Alfen Yates-tor his help with the c.xnoqfv:.;l discnminant analysis«
& . : v : >
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